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V Id "National News Cokncil Appraised#!*^^ Hr. Halpb 'Iv,. 
' Ldvenstein declares that the '^track record of the National New^ 
Council, after one year of operations, is rather lackluster" and. t 
"[the council] has tf ailed to attract the kind of ♦sign'Lficant .cases 
that couid pwve vthe NNC's value to the m^dia and to the pu^)liG.M 
Ihis repprt, prepared by the- staffs of the National News Council/-'^ 
provides an appraisaSL of and rebuttal to Low€nstein-?s stateiaentsV 
After discussion of. several /topics raised ^ the author's ^cr'iti^ue 
(comparisons with ether pfess councils, changes in the counciiJJs 
ruleis of ptocedure^ specific cases in which the organization wasr 
involyea, and so on) , it is concluded that Lowenstein' s analysis 
fails tp meet the scholarly aspiratioi^ of his document. (KS> 
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nte flf^inlbn pftper, piriepai'ml by tiie^ stati of th^ National . 
V;Ndp«^C^Gfl, is a rtf^nse to'FoI Report 0015, .'^NatioiflEil 
News Cbondl Ajp^lsed," by Ralph L. Lburenstein. 

V \ ■ V^^^^ '^^^ outsctToVhis paper . entttjed "Nationar News 
' / / Council Appraised,**' Dr. Lowensteii^ declares that the 
^ "traclc record of the National News Council, after one ' 
• ^ year of operations, is V^lher lacklusten*^ *and t|iat "it lias 
failed to attract the kind of significaht cases that co'ujd 
prove, we NlQC*s value to the media and to the/pyblic." 
^ :Pri'^wenstcin then goes on to offer a body, of materi- 
jjfjal fri $ijpik)rt^'o^^ a b«dy of material which 

. ; 7 we at the ^Touncil feel fails to meet the scholarly aspira- 
Itbns of the document/ It is, in our opinion, replete wjth 
overdrawn inference and unfounded conclusions. 
S • *' ' \ 

CoiwplalnH \ Anolyiiid » "* . , , 

■ ■ •; ■ ^ ^ • '[ 

; . Dt. Lowenstein 'declares, "Its (the NNCs) .operations 

th^jUj^h tke ^i\drof 1974 have been marked by ... a rela* 
)j tivdy small Auniber of subs^ntiv^ against t^ 

mc^dia.^ He thp says: 7 ^ * - - , 

: "By Dicenibcr 1974, 'the NNC had oflficially docltctcd 
51 c^ses, only four 6f which were' substantial enough to 
' bring rulings agaiijst the mei^ja ; f . . ' t> 

". . \ (O)nly eight of thcLcases^so far abjudicated by 
the NNC could be called substantive^ .^. y^hiie five are so 
frivolouSi.as tb bring into question wi^^they ever came/ 
V before; the NNC fo^ a d|ecision' . . . / * 
"One can only conctiide that the general run of com- 
^^plai'nts is to.]^vial tha|;^mctimes the least trivial are,coh¥ 
; ^'^idered, by cpmparis^n, deceAt candidates for NNC ac- 
^ iiUmJl * - ; > . . : \" 

/*.C!omment: Dr. Lp^vfenstein'do<is not cither recognize or 
*: fir^i, it supiportive of His negative conclusions and there* 
> fore does not bother to point out here that 1) since time 
^ immSSrtWfriaC created 'adjudicdtoiy bodies have in 

.their ^arijest Jdcliberati^^^ giveo' definition to J)oth ^sub- 
stantive and procedurtir'aspects of "complaints"; and 2) 
ireducin^tthe conctusions in such deliberations 'to writing 
not pnly.ifaciljta^es the. wtf^^ of the Council by providing ' 
^nie degfee of coAsistency but also clarifies the operations 
of th^Codncil f6r a1l*who|may bring complaints 
. tentiOn in the future. 
' br. Lpwenstein scents^ to think that in ordej to be dock- * 
ted* A complaint should be of a weighty dature^as to 
the substance of- the complaint only. He does not acknowl- 
cdgfc that questions regarding purview and specificity may 
ultimately prov^ to be at leastjequally weighty. 
; pr. Lowen^teift ovqrlooks many of „ thfe reasons why 
'29? df the 35d' complaints ilWr wewT-brought before the.' 
.V , fuir CiJuncll/teasons whtch have included not only lack 
flTy ot pufview, biit also lack>of specifics, lack of signatures 
\^ or addrbses, lack of aivy .subst4[ncc whatsoever^ plus the 
js^ ; ^act rihsrt ^me dealt only witfi expressions of editorial 
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i opimlpn, Sonic wcr^' eliminated by satisfying the complain- 
anf, by letter by phbne; throu^ an explanation of the 
obvious^^pnly Vhcn issues were* involved tha^^ were^ dq- 
cJk batsible were the' complaints referred to, the Council's* 
Grievance Committee for its, recommendations. to the fiitj 
Council. . I * . 'v:^ \j » 

In declaring "only fou^Q oP the 51 cases 'officially 
'\ docketed^by thd Council "weW-^ubstantial enoggh^to brhig 
. rulings Against ' the media,'* 'Dr. Lowensteiri*'. clearly is 
overlooking the ^ct that Council opinions upholding the « 
media cf^ ^be. "^uostantiar too. The Council's first chair- ^ 
man, Roger J. Traynor^ former Chifef Justice of th^ State 
of California, put it this Vi^: 7 --.^ ^ V • . 

4, /' 
, Why should the media not be vindicated when they " 

are unfairiy attacked? , \ 

, ' ' « ■ ■ 

To criticize .the Council for its preponderand? of de- 
ci^on^ upholding the media is to .deny that the .media's 
Fifst Amendment rights should 4>e' defendedt Sy Vent ilat-- 
ing such attacks, even though some may be, in t)n Lowen- 
stein's view "trivial"; the Council is helping to , ^dtfcate the 
public to iihder'sfand tlie' meaning of a free priess,: and^he 

V failure of the pqpss in general to properly present the case 
for press freedom' to the public has led, -in many* qatiohs/ 
to a loss of press freedon)^ The Council's reasonv^for being 
is "to ^erve the >public interest in preserving -^freedom- of . 
communication and advancing accurate ahcLl^i]':. reporting . 

. of news/: ^ ' " a 

Comporiton with Othf Pr»t«& Council» * V 

t)r. Lower^sj^in pfe'^nts a table in whiij^iUie compares 
the NNC's disposition of cases to those 9f two other press 
councils, showing that the-NNfC upheld tei\ per cent of 
the cases that it received, as ^against^he firitish Press 
Council's uphbldirijjf of 42 per cent of the cases it received 
in '1972, and the Swedish Press Council's upholding of 65 
per cent of the cases it received in 1974. ^ 
' From this tableX.Dr.. LowenAtein 'speculates that the ' 
British and , Swpdish Press' Councils^ staff^"apjJarently do 
not docket cases for adjudication unless tnere is a strong 
chance that their councils will find tor the 'complainant'* 
By implication,, he is saying th^ in order for the NNC to' ' 
be worthwhile ^ould have to find agaifkst the media in 
a significantly higher percentage of cases* 

Comment: *Such an iipplication ;ove;(;looks important 
factors. ' . ' ■ \ ■ 

He ignores the fact that the British and Swedish (>ress 
councils have under their purview W/ of tlie press of Great 
Britain and Sweden, rdspectively^^hdftas the NNC has 
within its purview only the national news media. The ^ 
likelihood of receiving more complaints, and of upholding 
a higher percentage of those received and abjudicated 
when a council is dealing with levels of professional com- 
•petence from^the lowest to the highest is far gi;cater than . 
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when a council* b dealing only with the upper levels. This 
b not to say that competence does, not exist among tl^ 
non-national press in this nation. It, does. Indeed, and in 
profuiion. Nor does it suggest that within the media that 
the' NNC purviews <the national disseminatore of news) 
lapses of responsiveness to inaccuracits and unfairness do 
^ot enbt. They do. ^ 

Dr. Lowensf'ein also overlooks the fact'that.the British 
Press Council was* founded Jn 1953, and the Swedish ^ 
^Press-Council in 1916. It stands to reason that.lheir long 
'^rccprd of performance has lecl to well defined rules of pro- 
cedurie regahling purview and specificity in their own par* 
(icular situations. Case records ^uilf up through 22 and 
S9 yean of operations* respectively, quite naturally lead 
to. a resolution of many complaints .without recourse to 
council action. For 21 months the NNC has been refining 
its Own procedures and building its^own .ca^ re(:Ord in 
liglit'of its OMfn particular situation. * 
\ Dr. Lxnvehstein would represent the low percentage of 
complaints upheld by the NNC durirtg its first J6 months 
of operations as due to the general run of complaints be- 
ing "^so trivial that sometimesJtAe least trivial are consid- 
ered, by conif^rison, dspent 6andidatfs for ?4NC ^action.'* 
Other observers, inofudThg the Ethics Committed of the 
American Society en ^ewspaper Editprs, have suggested 
just the opposite— fthat the NNC is ' carefully and cau- 
tiously "lestablbhing its precedents and| is examining many • 
complaints before selecting the few yn which it chooses 
to develop a position. ^ 

■v 



T «l<v i i t oii . 

I co|nplair 



In analyzing co|nplaints ajdjudicated by the NNC in 
1974, Dr. Lowenstein finds the largest i^unnfber has involved 
the li^twprlcs, primarily the three major television net- 
works^ He goes on to say, ''One difficulty in handling such 
cases b that errors are more often perceived than actual, 
since the viewer is unable to review what he has just seen. ' 
Such complaints present the Council with the oppo^ 
^tunity to clarify the viewensV erroneous perceptions sim- 
. ply by, reviewing, the transcripts and/or tapte of the pro- 
grams involved. Before such a review occurs, however, it 
generally is* impossible to determined, whether the niiatter 
complained about was simply perceived or actual. Either 
• way; the Council is serving the public interest through 
clarification. , 

Thm Vtrtar. iaAr Cm» ' • * ^ * 

Dr. Lowenstein^implies that the NNC was beating a . 
dead horse when it unde'rtook t6 examine a complaint 
ttfou^t to it by the Rational Conference of Editorial 
Writers ' involving free-lance writer Victor Lfisky. Mr^ 
•« Lasky hid received a fee of $20,000 from tl{e Committee 
to Reelect the Present while at the same jtime 4ie was 
writing a syndicated column for the Nortel American^. 
Newspaper Alliance dealin^^ Jargely with politics. The 
Colincil falul declared that Mr. Lasky should have dis- 
closed thik fai5t to NANA, and that NAN^T should thus 
/ have infprped its client newspapers. . 

fti point of fact,** Dr. Lowenstein declares, "Lasky 
BAn thoroughly roaste<j| by the American Jpress long 
ffbre the NNC turned its attention to the case.** 
Comment: It » highly debatable, indeed doubtful, that ;. 
Mr. Lasky haiJ been '^thoroughly foasted** Jjy the press fol- . 
lowing disclosure of the payhient. But even if be. had been. 
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NCEW saw lit to bring an official comptaintito the Coun* 
cil's Freedom of the Pgess CommliUee \yhich,' after a pub- 
lic hearing, secured unanimous Cotincii backing that the 
complaint \yp upheld; that there was\in appearance of a 
conflict of interest, and that in such 'cases full disclosure 
would be in the in^reSt of ^itorial integrity. At the behesf * 
of NCEW, several sync^cates now ask such disclosure. 

When three other cases involving possible conflicts 
, of interest by three, other syndicated columnists were ', 
brought to the Council's anenHon, the Council issued a 
'^Statement on General Ethics'* in^ which it declared, "It is 
the Council's view that every journalist should either 
frain from commenting upon matters in which he ot she 
has a familial or financial interest or m^ke those Interests 
sb clear there can be no misunderstanding.** / 
' Dr. Lowenstein declares^ that these cases 'liad already 
be^n ventilated in newspapers and, the trade pfSss.** 
Whether they had^ or had not Is immaterial. They were 
cited as examples in a statement of policy which 'the 
Council believed would s^.rve as a guide for the future to 
columnists, syndicates and editors. 

The Ethics Committee of the American Society of 
Newspaper Editors apparently agreed jwith the CounciJ's 
statement when it declared in its report on the NNC, is- ' 
sued in April, 1975: ' ' \ 

■' ^. . The ' Council served journalism particularly 
well, in our view,- by inquiring into possible con- 
flicts of mterest of four syndicated columnists ^d 
^ proposing tb news syndicates a '^Statement of Gen* 
eral Ethics". . ' • ^ L 

lluUt of Proc»duf 




Dr. Lowenstein adopts a general negative attitude to- 
wasd Certain changes made by thgyNNC in , its Rules of , 
Procedure. In doing so, he overl^ks the fact that in any 
hew organization it is essential that procedures be exam- 
ined constantly and that changes be macle whenever they 
appear to l>e necessary for efficient and effective operations. 
. Sonietimes such changes are for the purpose of clarifica- 
tion, or^of simplification. Sometimes tjiey are mad^aito re- 
flect practices^at have evolved out of ^^periencl. An 
\unwillihcij^^tehange procedures thawave proved to 
. be ine|^^^m|^usihg, or outmoded, ivunsQUnd, to say 
^ the 

of clarification only, the Council 
hanges that include 1) a redefinition of 
^de 'Newspapers significantly national in 
[St simply "Aational'^ 2) news published 
regional media' when that news has 
ttention, as. when one or more news« 
ne^s report from another newspaper in 
a different geographical area without recourse to distri- 
bution by a national news organization, 3) consideration 
of editorial comment when .information critical to the edi- 
torial thrust ' is under dispute. ' i ■ ' \- 

The^t6r change came about when a new!^aper read- 
er <;om^ihe^^ regarding an editorial opinion that he be- 
lieved was;^wn from erroneous figures usedJn the same 
editorial. As it tunfed out, the figures wpre wh>ng, and 
later were corrected, but the erroneous figures were not 
critical to the editorial thrust and the complaint was tlxere- 
fore dismissed. The Council has not brought editorial^opin- 
ion into its purview, bideed, on several occasions it has 
clearly encouraged such expression of opinion. 
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Referring to another change in procedures which en- 
' ables a complainant to- write to the Council without first 
irtfomning the itew» organization. Dr. Lowenstein contends 
that the new procedure "chdourdges a complainant to 
bring a Ihird party Into the dispute. The consequence, for 
a news organization, iy^ Additional paperwork and 'increas- 
ing possibility that minor disagreements wilhbecomc larger 
ones/' 

Dr. Lowenstein is ignoring tli^ fact that a third parfy — j 
namely the NNC — could conceivably fielp to clarify a/ 
complaint that would otherwise be unresoNable in corres- 
pondence between a complainant and a news organization, 
rie also ignores the fact that many complaints that are 
totally, lacking in substance, or in specifics, arc seplied to 
directly by the Council's staff, without ever being forward- 
ed to the news organization. Then, too, as was explained^ 
to dr. Lowenstein during his interview with the Council's 
staff,' some persons who have a complaint simply do not 
know tM address of the organization, such as a nat^gpal 
news selvicepr a syndicate, ^ot the proper person to whom 
to comphin."* They generally ^nave no problem in/finding 
their local editor or news direaor. 

This change in procedure in no way involve^ a news 
organization in additional pape/work*. All that the Council 
asks 'is that the news orgajnization send it a copy of any 
response* it cares to make] to a complainant whose letter 
has 1)ccn forwarded by tW Council. If the response satis- 
fies t^i^omplainant, th^ exchange Ss ended. Tf the com- 
plainantis not satisfied with response, the matter may 
go to the Council's Grievance Committee for its recom- 
mendation to the 'full Council. The procedure'' by which 
a complaint may be sent directly to the Council, therefore, 
speeds review of 'such complaints. Mmor disagreements 
either are diminished dr eliminated. They are not en- 
larged. \ • ^ 

Sioniftfl of o Woivf 

Dk.. Lowenstein finds it "perhaps understandable" that, 
the Council changed its Rules of Procedure regarding thq 
requirement that a comf)lainant waive the right to bring 
future court or administrative actiorf on the subject matter 
of his complaint. Whether the Council <vill rec^uire -such> 
a waiver.is now discretionary due, in piart, as Dr. Lowen^- 
stein rightly acknowledges, to the fact that few complaints 
thus far docketed have involved "anything remotely ap- 
proaching libel." Fiirthermorc^not every complaint aeainst 
a broadcast network has |the potential of future ,FCC ac- 
tion. However, he finds the change^^a "danger" in that "it 
makes the NNC procedures looser than they were before," 
and that "the one real safeguard against the NNC's, being 
used as a discovei7 agent for a future libel case of FCC 
complaint has been relaxed." 

Comment: It is diflficult to find "danger" in a change 
whereby a waiver is not required in cases that clearly 
contain no possi))ility of future court or administrative 
action. To term the waiver the "one /?e^ safeguard" is 
utterly ridiculous/ It is a' deterrent. The Council cannot, 
ih complaints involving the electronic m^dia, prevent 
other people who object to the program ip/question from 
complaining to the ECC and perhaps even using informa- 
tion discovered by the NNC in handling their complamt. 

Six Co— i Cfd * 

br JLowenstein .cites six cases as illustrations of the 
effect of changes in the Rules^ of Procedure. While Jhe 
new procedures were followed in each case/ the Council's 
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conclusions were not affected by the change in proccdurd^. 
mdee^l, the handling was more cxpeditioqs because of the 
.cnani?es. For example: . • r \ ' 

\ William F. Gavin, a special assistaift'-iiSi ^n. James L. 
Buckley of New York, complained toH^'^^GSbuncil that in 
sc\\en. specific articles the New York Tlmex had identifieSd 
poliljwans Or private* citizens who had opposed abortion 
lawk as Roman Catholics. Mr Gavin said that people who 
wer^ in. favor of abortion laws were not identified by reli- 
gion^ in the articles and that this w,a:s an attempt to prcju- 
diccireadcrs against the anti-abortion arguments. 

lifr. Gavin complained directly to t}ic Council. He did 
not s|gh a' waiver. The Council believe^ a waiver wa? not 
necessary in this case' It forwarded the conlplainMo Ihe 
Times. The Times refused' to coofjfrajie, not because there 
\5(;fis no waiver, but because it oppOses tjie NNC. Never- 
theless, tfie Council was able (as it has freen if. 

involving the Times) to study the complirijTl aVul is^ue a 
finding, upholding the r/;J^5^v?Ovcrl^)feked'by Dt. Lowen- 
stein is the fact that because usii of the waiver now is dis- 
cretionary the CounciKwas aj)le to prQceed,,with its study 
of this complaint and reaph ^ conclusion. 'And from the 
Council's beginning it has reddgnized th^t it would,not al- 
ways receive cooperation froqi some neiSys organiiations. 
The Rules of Procedure always have ^ivcii me pbuncil the 
ability to handle such complaints'. ^ / 

^ Dr. Lowenstein indicates that^in jjapdling the complaint 
of Mr Gavin against the Times, William A. Rusher, a 
Council men\ber, should have disqualified himself «from 
the discussions and voting because of a possible conflict 
of interest. Mr. Rusher is publisher of National ReLiew, 
whose editor is William Buckley, brdther of Senator Buck- 
ley, who employs Mr. pavin. 

^ Comment: Dr# Lowenstein has raised a -fundamental, 
issue. Tlje /question here is whether the Council is better 
off to haye among its members individuals wh^ are ex- 
tensively "involved in national affairs themselves, or wheth- 
er it would be better to confine membership on the Coun- 
cil to persons who have few commitments or tjonnections 
and thus will have to disqualify themselves only rarely., if 
at all. ^ 

The Council obviously feels that the former is the 
wiser course. Of course, if-a member, is closely identified 
with a cause of individual who is before it iii connection 
with a Complaint, the member wilKbe asked tp disqualify 
himself. Several have done so,* voluntarily, in particular 
instances. But to askr Council members to disqualify them- 
selves because (as in this instance) they lare assoc^ed 
with someone^ who is related to someone else who is. in 
"turn ^thc employer qf the con\plainant is to diminish the' 
effectiveness pf*the Council's operations. jjjjj^ 

We fail to-see any connection between changes in pro- 
cedures and th^e case cited by Dr. Lowenstein involving a 
complaint by John Carter, a stockbroker, against the 
fffl// Street Journal. The news report in question had de- 
dared that Mr. Carter couljd not be reached^ for comment 
on a report involving him in an SEC action. He com- 
plained to the Journal 2ind to the Council. The Journal 
responded to the Counci^The Council dismissed the conri- 
plaint on the basis of that response. 



ERIC 



. FOI REPORT NO. 0017 • P. 4 

NNC APPRAISES AN APPRAISAL . 

In discussing a complaint brought to the Coun(^il by 
^Accuracy in Media against Jack Anderson, the' syndicated 
columnist. Dr. Lowenstein asks, ^*V/heTe will it end if the 
NNC moves beyond considering Ihe^factual truth of^a par- 
' ticular statement and into^the realm of whether the^truth- 
ful stater|ient was taken out of context, giving.it a different 
meaning?" AIM had complained that Mr. Anderson, in a 

* (Column about the International Police Academy, hnd taken 
statements out of context from foreign students' papers; / 
making it appear that the students favored using threai,s 
and force when interrogating suspects. ' \ 

Comment: How does f>r. Lowenstein define a ''j^ictiiaC 
'truth'7 Surely, a statement taken out qf context to the end^ 
that, the intent is completely distorted must be. Jn the*: 
eyes of most*pe(|ple, somewjiat les.9 than "truthful". Tlie 
Council has consiJfred* the def>rec of distortion the ulti- 
mate issue. Dr" L pwd Sstein apparently. Joes not recognize 
that the question -ofuegrce is of Jhe essence to the Coun- 
cil's del ibcnii ions. If Pr. Lowenstein was citing this case 
V as an exampf^ of what now occurs since the wording of 
/ the Rules of I*r6ceduce regarding editorial comment has 
been ; changed, it isn't. Ther Council's conclusion would 
presumably have been the s^me under the old wording. 

Regarding the role of AIM itself. Dr.' Lowenstein seems 
to think that the Council should kno\y Vprecisely who is' 
making the complaint". This ignores the fact that^the cdm- 
plamt itself is the^ issue, not who . is." complaining. The 
Council is obligated to, receive complaints from -'any^per- 
son ox organization, private or public." Where does .Dr. 
Lowenstein draw the line? Should the Council pFerce the 
corporate veil of every cDl-p<54ate complainant, news or- 
ganization, and ihird party providing information to the 

* Council^ for othefs^to investigate AIM, if they so 
desire, j ^ ^ 

It mliy be useful to note again what the Ethics Com- 
Ljjiittee of the American Society of Newspaper Editors had 
to say regjj^ing complaints from AIM: 

It is certainty ^^true that Accuracy in Media, re- 
garded by many as a^ special interest group, has . 
been vigorous in bringing complaints to the Coun^ 
cit. But the source of complaints seems to us to be , 
' of little concern. The Council staff assiduously ex- 
amines the merits of each complaint, no matter ' 
from what source. - ' . x 

*Tr<Hibt« in Porodif* * 

Dr. Lowenstein goes on at length about the Council's 
waiver policy in commenting on a complaint by John Hay- 
don, former governor of American Samoa, that an NBC 
"Weekend** Moment aTsbu't Amencan Samoa was inac- 
curate and ^*designed deliberately to malign the^moan 
people, the ^ministration of the territory,^ the Depart- 
ment of Interior.'* ^ . • .f ■ . 

Mr. Haydon complained directly to the NNC, which 
torwarded the complaint to NBC together with informat 
that Mr. Haydon had signed a waiver. In •fefusing t(/ co- 
operate with tK6 Council, NBC cited the wa(^^ veiy 
small reassurance iildeed. Any published f\^ffig by your 
Council can be quoted by anybody ia opposiitg the license 
renewaj— rthat'is, tlie ability to do busitiess — oE^any of tti^L 
mpre -than 160 station^ whi^fi parried- the program." 



Comment: The NBC letter Vas 'quite harsh and an 
overstatement as to the practical efTccts and insignificance 
of the waiver. Even Dr. Lowcnstein's comment that the 
waiver in this case was ^'essentially meaningless" .haridly 
jibes with, his previous statement that it is "the one real 
safeguard." If Dr. Lowenstein had studied the transc^ipt^ 
of the program, •or yievyed the tape (which' NBC later \ 
supplied) he woufd have realized that it is highly unlikely 
anyone other than the complainant would bring ati FCC 
action based on this programv - ■ 
. ' It i^ true there are problems with the waiver — bw Dr. 
Lowenstein unquestioningly accepts the statement of a net- 
work executive, hardly an unbiased expert. If one accepts 
the comments 6f Dr". Lowenstein. in , this case, the oply 
conclusion wduld" be* that the Council should no longer 
take complajnts agaitist television and radio. Certainly, if 
Ihe Council were in fact to'elimin^te TV and radio from ' 
ils purview, 'there w<^uld be charges that ib was singling 
the print Wdia out while ignoring the nrtfedia ttiat pro- 
vides ,a majority of i^mericans with theii" news. 

'Thq Non-S|— cific Comploinf 

. Dr< Lowenstein describes as "one of the strarfgesl cases . 
so:far docketed by the NNC" the complaint of James V. 
Swift, vice president of Waierwoys Journal of St. Loui^, 
Mo.^ against the New YorTc Times arfvd other unspecified 
publications. The complaint, such as itNvas, dealt with a 
"recent article" which was "derogalory\to the use of 
supertankers^r bringing oil into this counjtcy because of 
the possibili^ of oil pollution." 

Dr. Lowenstein says, "Despite [untim^iness and fail- 
ure to give specifics], the N^C staff docfketed the com- 
plaint for reference to the Council. The Council^ members, 
without accepted this case forTurthyii study." (Em- 

phasis added) 

Comment: Dr. ^Cbwenstein 
case "strange" \hecause regular 
The discussion at the Council 
plaint was initially introduced^ 

stein attended), was exceed in gly^WeC^rlSiist in g only of 
a statement from the* staff that the compl^tmant had been 
asked to supply specifics to back up his complaii^t, but^ al- 
though he had said he would do so, they had^not yet 
been supplied.. What dissent was neaessary? 

One would think from reading Dr. Lowcnstein's write*^ 
up that lengthy debate had taken p^ace afid th|||phere was 
no reason to justify presenting the complaint at that date 
to the Council members: Considering the occupation of 
the complainant and his initial coxrespondence, the staff 
^felt it had reason to believe that, this potential complaint 
would not die for fai|ure to pursue on the part of the 
complainant ^nd it. was therefore docketed. 

Two, residents of San Francisco charged that the AP 
and. the New York Times "failed to. report significant de- 
tails," and that the editing by certain ne\yspapers of wire 
servjce copy abopt. an Environnri^tal Protection Agency 
ban of two widely used pesticides was faulty both as to^ 
placement and content < * 

Dr. Lowenstein ' says *This sort of blanket criticism 
would seeni.'ta'be a good candidate for screening out by 
the 'NNC staff/;*- ■ . ' 

Copiment: The NM^ staff spent considerable tim^ re- 
viewing the complaiift ancT the clippings submitted an 
attempt to dcfermine i( there had been an^^buse of Sedi- 



par^ently considers^ this 
procedures we;fe followed, 
leeting at which this com- 
( and .'which dr. Lowen- 



torlal discretion. It wa<i the stafT*s opinion that there had 
not been, except in • one instance and thapoutside' .the 
CounciPs purview. After a brief discussion, the Council 
members agreed i|nd accepted the staft*s recommended 
conclusion that the complaint was unwarramecf. 

We disagree with Dr. LqWenstcin^s opinion t)iat .the 
staff should haye screened out this complaint and rhtit the 
complaint itself was **blaoket criticism.** Council discus- 
sjon cited for the public record the important point that 
localjeditfnlg of hationaljy di^ributed 'ncws|trcports can' 
'distcVt the meaning of such reports. 

. .fT>»» Kawfc> and' Ci^ Evwi>Hi N»w«' 

Dr. Lowenstein declares that thie j^ouncil "voted to in- 
vestigate the methodology** of nn Institute for American 
Strategy stud^ of CBS Evening News on national defense 
topics during 1972 and 1973. He. also declares that the 
NNC voted to investigate the coverage. He^is wrong on 
'both counts. 

Comment: The decision at that meeting was that the 
staff would pursue its discussion with both CBS and IAS 
in an attempt, to determine whe^icr thje Council could or 
should take the case. 

It should be noted here that at its April 8 meeting, the 
Council -voted not to entertain the complaint* because IAS 
V would not sign a waiver. 

Con<jut(ont of Dr. low«nil*2n 
' < 

Dr. Lowenstein declares, "a basic -handicap of the 
NNC has been its lack of acceptance by the American 
press.'* Elements oif the press itself hiave recognized this; 
they have offCTed constructive criticism as to how accep- 
tance may come about. The ASNE*s Ethics Committee, 
for example, believes that the Council deserves much more 
attention. Here*s how that committee put rt: 

The National News CounciPs integrity is to 
date without question. Although, the Council after 
18 months has not finely established a record on 
which it can stand or fall, it has nevertheless estab- 
lished a record that dserves much more attention 
than either editors or the public have so far given 
it. V 

By implication. Dr. Lowenstein se^cms to believe that 
the CounciPs effectiveness (and therefore its acceptance) 
suffers because a majority of its members are not jour- 
nalists. He declares,/*It is^the onFy ne\Ys council in th(' 
world in which the majorify^ of members are not iournal^ 
«ists and it is one of the few not funded by jou.-nalistic 
organizations.** He is wrong fn that there are press councils, 
in the Canadian Province 'of Ontario and ^n the State of 
Minnesota, for example, that do not have a majority^of. . 
journalists as members. He is right in thai^ost press ; 
councils elsewhere are funded by the media. \ 

Hfe declares that "a major objective of the N WC is to 
win the lespect and confidence of the news media.'* That 
•is a major objective; The most important objective, how- 
ever, is to strengthe;0>^he confidence and resp«:t of the 
public in the mylia itself. By so dohig, the public interest 
/i^^servsed through the maintenance of a free press.' 

Dr. Lowenstein says that the Council *'is unlikely tq 
accomplish that goal (respect and confidence of the media) 
if it Weakens its fecord with trivial cases and forces news- . 
men to waste iKeir time refuting marginal complaints;" 

As noted in specific instances earlier in this, paper, we 
disagree with Dr. Lowenstein*s cdlitention.,that» the. Coun- ' 
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cil has dealt with trivial eases.* In its newness,, the Council 
must establish prcce(|ents for its decisions. Ahd his refer* 
ence to force is ludicrous. The Council cannot f6rce any- 
one — newsmen or others*-^o do anything. ^ * 

He refers to the CounoM as "one more, .ilicioying 
agency,**' to which the networks «must answer,, leaving the 
implication thht there is something governmerMal about 
the Council. There is nothing governmental about it. and 
it is Wn agency orjly, in the sense that it Kks a staff and 
- members, independent citizens who serve voluntarily, and 
to wHom no one is compelled fo nnswei?. * : 

\lembers^or the Council are grateful, iiidoed, to<:Dr: 
Lowenstein for calling them **j|pBd people-:— qualify ^our- 
nalisjts and* laymen.** But hi^following comment, that 
"they are, for the most part, lightweights compared to the 
people and the media for which ihey sit in judgment**, 
does not accord with the facts. 

Members ^and Advisers of the Natiorval News Council 

are: 

--Stanley H. Fuld, ChaPrman, former Chief Judge 
of the Court of Appeals and of the Stnte of T^ew 
York.' , 

— Robert B. McKay, Vice-Chairman, Deap of thj 
New York University IJaW School and Direct 
of the Aspien Institute*s* Program' on Justice, 
" ' Society and the Individual. 

— Loren *F. dhigl^pne. Secretary, Editor and Pub- 
lisher of thft Southbiydge, Massnchusett<r, Eve/f- 

• — William A" Rusher, Treasurer. Publisher of* the 
National "^Rey lew. ' ' - ' 

— William H. Brady, Jr., Wisconsin businessman, 
' President; W. H. Brady Company, Milwaukee, 

Wisconsin. • * , 

— ^Joan Ganz Cooney, President of the Children*s 
Television Workshop, which created "Sesame 
Street**. 

— Irving Dilliard, formerly EjJitorial Page Ediior 
of. the St. Louis Post-Dispatch; Emeritus Pro- 
fessor of Journalism, Princeton University. 
— Dorothy R. Height, Director of the Racial Justice 
Center. of the Young \yomen*s Christian Associa- 
tion of the United States and P/esident of the 
. National Council of Negro Women. 
—Mary T. (Molly) Ivins, Co-Editor- of ih^ Texax 

Observer. ^ 
—Rev. James M. L^wson, Jr., Pastor of Hp! 
• United Methodist Church, Los Angeles, Call 
fornia, and leader of Ihe non-violent civil rights 
" niovemelit. 

y-Ralph M. Otwell, Managing^Editor: of the Chi- 
cago, 5«/i-7/m^T; form^ Prelj^ent, T^ifc.) Society 
of Professi^l Journalists, Sfcpa Delta Chj. 

— Ralph. RenioE Vice President ^\News Direcfor 
of WTVJ, MiSrmi, Florida. . , 

—Sylvia Roberts, Baton Rouge, LouisUfna., ' at- 
torney, who heads the Committee; on Rights for 
Women of the American Bar Association*s Sec- ^ 
i\on on Individu^Rights.and is President of the 

. Legal .Defense an(rEdua[ition Fund of the Na- 
tioal Organization for womcn.^^. 

— R. Peter Straus, President o^yqW"* Communi-^ 
cations,' Inc., which operaferjTadip statipq 

6 ' 
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WMCA^n New York City. , 

Advisers to the Council are: \ 
— ^Norman E. Isaacs, President and Publisher, The 
News-Journal Co., Wilminjjton, Delaware; Edi- 
tor in Residence at the Graduate School of Jour- 
nalism, Colun}bia University. ^ ^ ^ 
— Sig Mick el son, ProVessor of Journalism at North- 
western University, E^anr.tOn, Illinois; newly 
named he^lj of Radio Free Europe and Radio 
y Liberty; former preslderU r>f CBS Nc^vs, 

—Mario Obledo, forqicrly iChief Administrative 
and Legal Officer of the Mexican-American Le- 
*gal Dcfep^ and Edjucational Fund; now Secre- 
tary of itie Tieahh qiiid Welfare Agerf^, Slate of ^ 
^ California. ( ' ^ 

-r-Merlyn S. Pitzele, educator, editor, economist, 
author, former labor ntlviser to President Dwight 
D. Eisenhower. 
— Rpger J'.^Traynoi\^ former Chief Justice of the 
California Supreme Court and first Council 
Chairman. . * V 

— Herbert We6hsler,j Professor of.LaVtat Columbia 
; University and Executive Director of the Ameri- • 

can Law Instkutel y 
Dr. Lowenstein reaches a conclusion that Council, 
meml^ers involved in the electronic media "perhaps have^ 
no real grasp of the prpblems'* of print, and vice vepsa. 
He apparently ignores the fact that the Council is made 
up of a distinguished majority of public members, sup- 
plemented by equally distinguished representatives of- the 
print and electronic media. Tliey talk among 'themselves, 
and their decisions 'art collective ones, representingjjj^^^" 
sights and contributions of all the members. It (s in^i- 
uous to si%gesJ thai no one other than a tejeyision news- 
man or executive is competent ta consider problems o£ 
accuracy or fairness in a* television newi program or doc- 
umentary, y J ^' ■ ^ ■ \ 

Regarding the problem W money, 'thd Task Force 
which unanimously .recommended establishment of the 
Council did hope that no i^ore than 25 per' cent of the 
needed funds would come from- a single source, but hopes 
are not always realized. To sayjthTat the Council "apparent- 
ly believes* it must prove tcathese fojUndatlons (that do 



support it) that n press council is n^edcili, and the proof 
lies in the number of cases handled,** Is to denigrate. every, 
rpan and woman. Council member or staff, ^o has de^ 
voted so much time and effort to this organzatlon. ^Iso it 
is his opinion that '*thc foundations are the constituency 
of the NNC not the public or the press.*' Such a com-^ 
ment. in a document bearing the nar^r of one of A^^neri-' 
ca's finest schools of journalism, is unworthy. 

Dr. Lowensteinl^ states that **the NNC has changed ' 
its scope and methods of^ operations significantly in the 
lAst year without this fact being noted in the press.** If jre« 
fining the CounciPs Rules of Procedure And internal ad- 
ministrative functions is a significant change, worthy of 
press note, then Dfr. Lbwenstein is correq^? We disagree. 
If,»howtver, his statement would prompt', the press to pay 
jnoFC nttention to the Councif, that could be significant. 

Dn Lowenstein. in conclusion, declares that the NNC 
has approved a rpportyof its Purview Committee that jde 
Council shoul<r]pursuc the idea of going fully national, 
i.e., bro^ening^ts purview to include n\\ df the natiiDn*s 
news media. A feasibility study was authorized, nothing 
more. That was in December, ^xtcnsive nnd intensive ex- 
aminations hav^ been conducted regarding the feasibility 
of taking this, step. For basically the same reasons that^ 
led the Council to confine its purview at the outset tp the 
national news* media ^ly-irrspme of which Dr. LbVy^^- 
stein cites^ — the decjsidn is not to go fully national( How- 
ever, the Council is exploring other avenues to increase 
its effect i^hess beyond that already achieved. It would 
be remiss%^1t tiidn't. No organization can move ahead l^y 
^standing sfill. 

We^ close b>i quoting from a study of press councils in 
t))e United States published in the Eiecember, issue 
^{ the Duke Law Journal and written by Professor John 
A. Ritter and Vlatthew Leibowitz, both of the University 
of Miamf^^0f<x)l of Law. The studyr sponsored jointly by 
the American B^r Association and the Ford Foundation, 
declared: " * , 

The press should find, no fault with the Counc|^ 

from its first year's pemonnance; the public shoulV^ 

find cause |o applafiid^ mechanism, which is finally ' 
\ defi'ning presi^^esf^nsibility in hard specifics* rati^r 

than easy geneif^ties 
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